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Summary of reasons for decision: 


The DVD I Spit On Your Grave 2 is deemed objectionable because it tends to promote and 
support the use of violence to compel any person to submit to sexual conduct. It also tends to 
promote and support acts of torture and the infliction of extreme violence and extreme cmelty. 

The DVD contains the horror exploitation feature I Spit On Your Grave 2. The first hour of the 
feature contains extensive material showing a woman subjected to multiple rapes, kidnapping, 
torture and cmel degradation by a group of men whose bogus offer of free photography hides 
their real purpose: to procure the woman for the sexual use of a depraved and violent man. Later 
scenes show her wreak implausible but sadistic vengeance against her tormentors. There will be 
many viewers who find the material distressing and repugnant. However, it is unlikely that the 
material will affect all viewers in this way. In the Classification Office's view, the material tends 
to encourage attitudes that contribute to sexual violence, acts of torture and other extremes of 
cmelty and violence, particularly against women. There is little respite from the cmelty and sexual 
sadism of the men’s treatment of their victim. Their contempt for her echoes a damaging myth 
about rape: the woman is worthless and therefore “deserves it” The high extent and the strong 
impact of scenes showing sexual violence and degradation invite viewers to take pleasure in the 
misogyny of the woman’s tormentors and to become voyeurs who are complicit in her suffering. 
Other factors, such as the eroticisation of sexual violence by elements such as the titillatory effect 
of the woman’s nudity, and the possibility that the rapes themselves will be arousing to some 
viewers, add weight to these considerations. Images of a rapist using a cattle prod in a ghastly 
mimicking of fellatio, for instance, are unequivocally pornographic. 

The torture and gory deaths that make up the woman’s unlikely retribution follow one another in 
a parade of bloody and horrifying images. The sadism of the woman’s vengeance is a particular 
concern: it is starkly expressed in her methods and in dialogue full of pent-up venom. Viewers are 
invited to cheer her on. Katie’s tormentors are so despicable that most will enjoy seeing them get 
what they deserve. In spite of the fact that the majority of viewers will realise that Katie is acting 
out a rape victim’s implausible wish-fulfilment fantasy, they receive considerable encouragement 
to take pleasure in the sadism and viciousness of these scenes. 

The feature is presented solely for entertainment and can make little claim to artistic or any other 
merit or value. The simplistic storyline exists only to provide minimal context for the main 
rape/revenge motif. The dominant effect is of sexual sadism and degradation, coupled with 
merciless cmelty and violence, that takes up the majority of the running time. 

The Classification Office has considered the effects of the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990 
on the application of the classification criteria. The classification of this publication interferes 
with the freedom of expression, but this is an outcome that is consistent with Parliament’s 
intention that publications falling under s3(2) of the FVPC Act are deemed to be objectionable. 
The question of whether a different classification might be possible if excisions were made has 
been considered. However, the material that contributes to the decision that the feature tends to 
promote and support sexual violence and other violence and cmelty is extensive. To remove the 
worst parts too many excisions would be required and it is arguable whether these would remove 
the problematic messages underlying the feature. Therefore, excisions are not considered viable 
in this instance. 



